
Gaming Issues made aggre~ive allocations based upon the expectation that all b(2) impacts would be made up before the
November 11, 1999 end of the growing season. This implies that we need a modification to DW1LSIM to account for the
David Ful[enun reduced CVP allocations. These allocations are not deductions agains~ b(2), but merely angclpate b(2)

export n~ducfions. Then, to the extent that we can bring assets on line during the game that would allow
A few issues and assumptions came up yegorday that r~luire some additional discussion: increased allocations, we can claim an improvement in export supplies (e.g., a gronndwat~ storage facility

or water purch~e option could give ~ CVP the conti~ce to increase allocations). What we catmot do is
WOCP Inmacts. simply look a~ total exports during the year in the game and compare them to the baseline exports.

We have yet to get much guidance on how the b(2) accounting might change as new actions are Wen or
new infi’as~nctore comes on line. Ofpartiunlar ounccm is how to a~onunt for the impacts of’the WQCP on
the CVP (since thone costs are automatically assessed agalnat b(2). In our last set of gaming (to. and Ib) we assessed that all redu~ions in exports against the b(2) account,

even when the actions were clearly b(1) type actions. In particular, in situations wh~re it was obvious that
Numerous changes to the 1995 WQCp (and its implementation) are envisioned as a part of CALFED. The San Luis Reservoir was going to fill, we docked the b(2) account for export reductions. We took a slightly
VAMP experiment would set strioter limits on export rates during April and May. The JPOD would allow different tack yesterday, during our preliminary discussion of how to regame 1 a. and lb. In 1981, we
the CVP to regain access to the SWP pumps (the CVp used to have a limited 2POD right under D 1495, but agreed to export redo~tiuns made despite the near certainty of filling San Luls were really b(l) actions, not
lost it in the 1995 WQCP). The COE might allow as much as 10.3 kcfs to be pumped at banks on a routine chargable to b(2). Nevertheless, this remains a grey area. We should seek to get more policy guidance on
basis during Stage 1. And, of course, new infi’astructo~, such as storage facilities will have an impact on this issue. However, for now, I would propose that when San Luis is more than ~ likely to fill, we treat
CVP operations, export reductions as b(1 ) type actions.

The qosstion, then, is how to assess the costs oftbe WQCP to the CVP when both the standards and the
basic infras~-uctore will be changing over time. I am not sure of the answer, but the answer cannot simply
be ad hoc - we ~ a general policy. TI~ question is important~ in that VAMP would be very costly to the
b(2) account, while including JPOD would reduce the amount of water deducted from b(2).

In gaming scenarios 1 a and lb last month, we assumed that the deduction from b(2) was simply operations
under the 1995 WQCP minus operations under D 1485. That is, the b(2) account would pay for VAMP,
hut would not get any credit for YPOD. This sneros inconsistent to me. If the fads have agreed to share to
cost of meeting the WQCP (under the water riglcs ~L’ciskm), and rhea t~ WQCP is implemented in a
diffm~nt way, then it seen~ to me that the im~a~s on b(2) should reflect all the changes or no~,� of them.
Eithor be~ VAMP and JPOD irapacts should be included as b(2) cosls or neither of them should.

The facilities issue is a bit more gr~y. The same argument can be made, tx~t now what is changing is not
the implementation oftbe WQCP, but rather project opor~ions.

We need policy guidance from the reds. If that guidance is not for1~oming, I suggest that we include
VAMP and ~POD in the WQCP for purposes of culculafing impacts, but that we treat new facilities as
outsido the WQCP for purposes of WQCP impact.

The CVP Allocation Process

I have menli, onod this before, b~ we have yet to resolve the issue. DWR$1M does a~l reflect the realRy of
b(2) export cuts in its allocatioa algorltkm. As we haw seen this y~r, the fact that b(2) ex~:~’t cuts are
likely to be mad* during the spring period (Februa~ - June) is caoslng the CVP to t,~lues allocations
below what we would have expected in the past. The cut in allocations does not necessarily correspond to
the actual reduction in exports caused by the b(2) water. In many years, the CVP will be able to deliver!
more than R has allocat~l. However, we may not Imow that additional water is available until July, by
which time them may be no wakers within the C’VP.

This is both a substantive problem and a gaming problem. I won’t deal with the substantiv~ problem in
detail, since it will be dealt with elsewhere. The solution to the problem probably involves a combination
o f additinnul storage south of the I~ha to help t’ndnce delive~ry uncertainty and institmional mechanisms to
provide insurance for those years in which tbe CVP carmot rnoet a moce aggressive allooation.

The probltm for gaming is that we may end up taxlert~mafing th¢ irnimets orb(2) on export deliveries. If
we have a b(2) impact in Ma~ch on Sun Luls storage levels, but are able to recover this lost pm~ing in July
and August, can we really say that we have eliminated the b(2) impacts on deliveries’/ No, unless the CVP


